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Abstract 
Effectiveness and efficiency have always been one of the main concerns for organizations. These concepts are commonly used for 
processes, products, machineries, etc. However, it is obvious that these concepts are also related with the employees and their 
behaviors. Given the organizations’ profit maximization policies, the employee related efficiency losses has been an important 
concern. At this point, because of its harmful effects, the presence of destructive deviant workplace behaviors is a pivotal factor for 
organizations. Destructive deviant workplace behaviors are one of the most striking negative behaviors, which threaten the 
wellbeing of organization as a whole. This paper provides a proposed model on some rarely studied predictors (i.e. careerism, 
relativism, Machiavellianism and moral disengagement) of destructive deviant workplace behaviors, where moral disengagement 
plays a mediator role. Managerial and further research implications are also discussed. 
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1. Introduction 
The concept of destructive deviance has gained popularity in the recent organizational behavior literature. Although 
the concept of workplace deviance has two opposite dimensions, i.e. constructive and destructive (Bennet & Stamper, 
2001; Galperin, 2002; Yıldız et al., 2015a; Yıldız et al., 2015b, Galperin, 2003, Warren, 2003; Spreitzer and 
Sonenshein, 2004, Yıldız & Alpkan, 2014, Yıldız et al., 2015c), in this study we only deal with the destructive 
deviance, which is defined as “voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms and in so doing 
threatens the well-being of an organization and its members or both” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Bennett & 
Robinson, 2000). According to this definition it can be said that these behaviors are not mentioned in the formal job 
definitions. They are beyond the existing role expectations and violate organizational norms. There are many studies 
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that investigate the harmful effects of these behaviors (Yıldız & Alpkan, 2014; Chullen et al., 2009; İyigün et al., 
2014; Goh, 2006; Le et al., 2014; Yıldız et al., 2015d; Litzky et al., 2006; Yıldız & Yıldız, 2015). In line with these 
studies it can be said that destructive deviant workplace behaviors are one of the most striking negative behaviors, 
which threaten the wellbeing of organization as a whole. Therefore, understanding, managing and minimizing the 
negative result of these behaviors are of vital importance for organizations. From this point of view, investigating 
these behaviors is an important research area.  
 
A great deal of research, which tried to define antecedents and consequences of destructive deviance behaviors, has 
paid little attention to the attitudinal dynamics (i.e. moral disengagement) of destructive deviance. According to Blau’s 
(1964) social exchange theory there is an interaction among attitudes, perceptions and behaviors. From the social 
exchange perspective, perceptions cause attitudes that cause behaviors. For instance employee perceptions about the 
ethicality of leadership or supportiveness of climate may either increase commitment or turnover intentions (e.g. Elci 
et al, 2012; Bulut & Alpkan, 2006). Therefore, in this study, we highlight moral disengagement as a negative attitude 
that links some possible predictors to destructive deviant behaviors. Despite the importance of these two constructs 
(i.e. moral disengagement and destructive deviance) for organizations’ well being, there is limited research 
investigating the relationship between them. According to aforementioned rationales, the present study has two 
research questions: (a) what might be the other (less studied/not studied) antecedents of destructive deviant workplace 
behaviors, and (b) is moral disengagement a missing link (or a mediator) between the antecedents and behaviors?  This 
paper is aimed to fill this gap by introducing and discussing the related concepts of the proposed conceptual model 
(see Figure 1), which demonstrates the mediator role of moral disengagement in the relation of some rarely used 
predictors to destructive deviant workplace behaviors. 
 
The paper proceeds in the following manner. It begins with a literature review on destructive deviant workplace 
behaviors and moral disengagement. Then the mediator role of moral disengagement is discussed in the relations of 
careerism, relativism and Machiavellianism to destructive deviant workplace behaviors. Lastly, conclusion and 
implications are forwarded.  
2. Destructive Deviant Workplace Behaviors and Moral Disengagement 
The concept of destructive deviance has a long historical background. Therefore, there are many studies 
investigating the affective reasoning behind it and its consequences. However, because of the complexity of the human 
nature, there is still need for new studies to clarify these complex relations. Generally, the concept of destructive 
deviant workplace behaviors are defined as “voluntary behaviors that violate significant organizational norms and in 
so doing threaten the wellbeing of an organization and its members or both” (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Bennett & 
Robinson, 2000). This concept is also defined as “behavior that is intended to have a detrimental effect on 
organizations and their members” (Fox et al., 2001). To extend these definitions Gruys and Sacket (2003) defined this 
construct as “any intentional behavior on the part of an organization member viewed by the organization as contrary to 
its legitimate interests”. In the previous literature, researchers labeled these behaviors with a few different names but 
in the same meanings such as; organizational misbehavior (Vardi & Weiner, 1996), counterproductive workplace 
behavior (Fox et al., 2001; Gruys & Sacket, 2003), organizational deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Hollinger, 
1986), antisocial behavior (Robinson & O’Leary-Kelly, 1998; Aquino & Douglas 2003) and dysfunctional work 
behavior (Griffin et al., 1998). Robinson and Bennet (1995, 1997) categorized destructive deviance into two sub 
dimensions; namely, interpersonal and organizational. According to their studies interpersonal deviance can be defined 
as any intentional behavior, which target to harm or violate members of the organization. On the other hand, 
organizational deviance can be defined as any intentional behavior violating and harming organization, and its 
significant norms or both.  
 
Because of its detrimental effects, destructive deviant workplace behaviors have long been one of the main 
concerns of organizations. Supporting this notion, Warren (2003) stated that the results of destructive deviant 
workplace behaviors are not only harmful for organization itself but also entire industries and society. To emphasize 
its harmful effects, Bennet and Robinson (2000) emphasized that this problem is common in organizations and cause 
enormous costs. The studies, which focus on the minimization of its negative effects, have been conducted with the 
some possible antecedents such as; work alienation (Kanten & Ülker, 2014; Yıldız & Alpkan, 2014), organizational 
climate (Kanten & Er Ülker, 2013), moral disengagement (Fida et al., 2014; Samnani et al., 2014; Hystad et al., 2014; 
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Christian & Ellis, 2014), negative affect (Alias et al., 2013; Fox et al., 2001; Hung et al., 2009; Kantur, 2010; Spector, 
2011; Ho, 2012; Samnani et al., 2014), organizational commitment (Appelbaum et al., 2006; Brooks, 2012), 
organizational justice (Henle, 2005; Yen & Teng, 2013; Yıldız et al., 2014; Fatima et al., 2012; Chang & Smithikrai, 
2010; Appelbaum et al., 2007; Galperin, 2002), ethical climate (Peterson, 2002; Appelbaum et al, 2005; Alias et al., 
2013), organizational structure (Zimmerman, 2001; Yen & Teng, 2013; Fatima et al., 2012), organizational culture 
(Chung & Moon, 2011; Galperin, 2002), guilt proneness (Cohen et al., 2013), ethical ideology (Henle et al., 2005), 
Machiavellianism (Galperin, 2002), ethical orientation (Galperin, 2002) personality traits (Salgado, 2002; Bolton et 
al., 2010; O’Neill & Hastings, 2011). There are also studies, which investigate the negative outcomes of this construct 
such as; decreased individual performance (Muafi, 2011), lack of product consistency, higher production costs, loss of 
inventory control, inconsistent service quality, loss of profits, inconsistent pricing, poor service reputation, lack of 
repeated business (Litzky et al., 2006). It is clear that these negative results indicate that organizations should look for 
managing and minimizing these behaviors. Based on these studies it can be said that there are numerous negative 
constructs, which might be cause destructive deviance. Moral disengagement, which can be accepted as a common 
result of work and organization related negative factors, is one of newly studied drivers of destructive deviant 
behaviors (Fida et al., 2014; Samnani et al., 2014; Hystad et al., 2014; Christian & Ellis, 2014). In our proposed 
model, the moral disengagement is used as a mediator variable. Additionally, moral disengagement and its relationship 
with the destructive workplace behavior is presented. 
 
Past researchers have rarely studied the relationship between moral disengagement and destructive deviance. 
Additionally, moral disengagement is fairly a new concept applied in organizational behavior area (Samnani et al., 
2014). The concept of moral disengagement is based on Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory. According to this 
theory, self-regulatory mechanism has a pivotal factor to explain this concept. The concept of self-regulatory refers to 
“the capacity of humans to decide on current behaviors based on a set of internal standards” (Hystad et al., 2014). To 
emphasize the importance of self-regulatory mechanism, Bandura et al. (1996) state that “moral reasoning translated in 
to actions through self-regulatory mechanisms through which moral agency is exercised”. If self-regulatory 
mechanism works smoothly, individual self-condemnation mechanism will be activated, and then transgressive 
behaviors will be prevented. In other words, through the self-condemnation mechanism the possible conflict between 
internalized moral standards and transgressive behaviors will be foreseen and previously blocked (Moore et al., 2012). 
In his study Bandura (1999) stated that the existence of moral disengagement depends on the self-regulation 
mechanism’s activation. In this perspective he stated that the activation of this mechanism is selective. If self-
regulation process is deactivated then the moral disengagement will appear.  
 
After of all these theoretical explanations, moral disengagement refers to an ability of deactivating self-regulatory 
mechanism, in turn, deactivating self-condemnation mechanism to rationalize his/her activities which is actually 
inconsistent with their internalized moral standards (Bandura et al., 1996; Detert et al., 2008). Moral disengagement 
consists of eight different but interrelated mechanisms (Moore et al., 2012; Hystad et al., 2014). These eight 
mechanisms are categorized into three groups. The first group consists of these tree mechanisms; moral justification, 
euphemistic labeling and advantageous comparison. The second group consists of dehumanization and attribution of 
blame. Lastly the final group consists of displacement of responsibility, diffusion of responsibility and distortion of 
consequences. Respectively the first group focus on “a cognitive restructuring of the act or behavior in order to make 
it more morally justifiable”, the second group focus on the “cognitive misconstrual of the victims of the unethical 
behavior” and the final group focus on the “a cognitive restructuring of the agentic role of the actor of the behavior” 
(Hystad et al., 2014). In sum, as Alnuaimi et al. (2010) states that “moral disengagement explains why people 
misbehave when they believe no one is looking”. According to Bandura (1986), people can rationalize or justify their 
immoral activities by means of the deactivating self-regulatory mechanism. As a result of the injustice perception, 
people can exhibit some immoral conducts, and think of this as a right for themselves to compensate the feeling of 
inequity.  
 
According to Bandura et al. (1996), moral disengagement can diminish prosocialness and foster the detrimental 
activities. From this aspect it can be said that moral disengagement may be a predictor of negative behaviors. Because 
of the moral disengagement is not a constant variable the appearance of it depends on person or situation (Hystad et 
al., 2014). There are some supporting evidences for this notion. For instance in Saidon et al.’ (2010) study, they found 
a negative and modest relationship between ethical climate and moral disengagement. Additionally, in Deter et al.’ 
(2008) study, they found a positive relationship between moral disengagement and unethical decisions. Moreover, 
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they discussed that it might be a predictor of counterproductive workplace behaviors. Supporting this, in another 
study, moral disengagement was found as a significant predictor of destructive deviance (Hystad et al., 2014). 
Samnani et al. (2014) also state that people who have ability of moral disengagement are more prone to exhibit 
destructive deviant behaviors because of the less feelings of quilt.  
 
According to the aforementioned studies, it can be said that the causes and consequences of moral disengagement 
are numerous. However, there is a paucity of studies investigating its relation to deviant behaviors (Fida et al., 2014; 
Hystead et al., 2014; Christian & Ellis, 2014; Samnani et al., 2014). Accordingly, in this study we propose a 
theoretical model where moral disengagement is not only a cause of destructive deviance but also a mediator that links 
the effects of some other drivers to deviant behaviors. 
3. Mediator Roles of Moral Disengagement 
Moral disengagement can affect detrimental behaviors both directly and by its impact on other theoretically 
relevant determinants (Bandura et al., 1996). Deter et al. (2008) assert that the comprehension of moral disengagement 
is unsatisfactory in current literature. From this point of view it can be said that the concept of moral disengagement 
still needs more attention. Recent studies related to the moral disengagement are presented in Table 1. 
 
Table 1. Moral Disengagement Related Studies 
Source Predictor(s) Mediator(s) Moderator(s) Depended Variable(s) 
Alnuami et al., 
2010 Team size 
Moral Disengagement 
- Diffusion of 
responsibility, 
- Attribution of blame 
- Dehumanization 
 
- Dispersion on social loafing 
Bandura et al., 
1996 Moral Disengagement 
- ProSocial behavior 
- Aggression proneness 
- Guilt and Restitution 
 
Harmful behavior 
Barsky, 2011 - Moral justification - Displacement of responsibility  Participation goal setting Unethical behavior 
Fida et al., 
2014 
- Interpersonal conflict 
- Constraints 
- Workload 
- Lack of Decision-making 
- Lack of Support 
- Negative emotions 
- Negative emotions 
- Moral disengagement  
Moral disengagement 
Destructive deviance 
Hystead et al.,  
2014 
- Organizational Justice - Moral Disengagement  Destructive deviance 
Moore et al., 
2012 
- Propensity to moral 
disengagement  
 - Self-reported unethical 
behavior,  
- A decision to commit fraud,  
- A self-serving decision in the 
workplace,  
- Supervisor and coworker 
reported unethical work 
behaviors 
Samnani et al., 
2014 Negative affect  
- Moral disengagement 
- Gender Destructive deviance 




























Moral disengagement Destructive deviance 
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3.1. Mediator Role of Moral Disengagement in the Relation of Careerism to Destructive Deviant Workplace 
Behaviors 
In destructive deviant workplace behaviors literature there are numerous predictors of these behaviors. Although 
these predictors have been widely used by recent researchers, careerism can be a potential predictor of destructive 
deviance (Yıldız & Alpkan 2014), however, careerism related studies are interestingly limited. Feldman and Weitz 
(1991) defined careerism as “the propensity to pursue career advancement trough nonperformance-based means”. In 
their study they state that managers use “non-performance based” methods to pursue their career advancement.  They 
also state that careerist orientation consist of seven beliefs.  Some of them are “it is difficult to advance in 
organizations trough merit alone”, “Loyalty to an employer is unlikely to be rewarded” and “It is sometimes necessary 
to engage in deceptive behavior to get promotions to which one feels entitled” (Feldman & Weitz, 1991). From these 
illustrations it can be concluded that careerist people can behave deviantly to advance in their career way and look for 
behaving deviantly as a necessary instrument to achieve it. In Aryee and Chen’s (2004) model, they used 
organizational justice (procedural and distributive) and career growth opportunities as a predictor of careerism, and 
trust in employer as a moderating variable. In their study, they state that employees having careerist orientation are 
paying more attention to self-interests than being an “organization-man”. According to their study careerism is related 
to some undesirable outcomes such as; turnover intention and absenteeism. Chiaburu et al. (2013) also used 
personality traits (Big-five) as a control variable, and primary psychopathy and exchange ideology as a predictor of 
careerism. According to their study, primary psychopathy and exchange ideology was found as statistically significant 
predictors of careerism. Additionally, Yıldız and Alpkan (2014) also propose that careerism may lead to destructive 
workplace deviance and this relationship may not be directly but trough work alienation.  
 
Moral disengagement as an important negative attitude may play such a linking role between the employees’ 
feelings of careerism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors. As stated before careerism is related to some 
negative outcomes and destructive workplace deviance can be one of them (Chiaburu et al., 2013; Yıldız & Alpkan, 
2015). Moral disengagement is also associated with destructive workplace behaviors (Fida et al, 2014; Samnani et al., 
2014; Hystad et al., 2014; Christian & Ellis, 2014). Fida et al. (2014) used moral disengagement as mediator in the 
relationship between negative emotions and destructive deviant workplace behaviors. In addition to this study, Hystad 
et al. (2014) also used moral disengagement as mediator in relationship between organizational justice and destructive 
deviant workplace behaviors. In these studies they hypothesized that moral disengagement is a missing link between 
some negative drivers and destructive deviance. According to these theoretical and empirical arguments, we proposed 
that employees having high careerist orientation might exhibit destructive deviant behaviors. However this 
relationship may not be directly but trough some negative attitudes (i.e. moral disengagement). It follows that; 
 
Proposition 1: Moral disengagement mediates the positive relationship between careerism and destructive deviant 
workplace behaviors 
3.2. Mediator Role of Moral Disengagement in the Relation of Relativism to Destructive Deviant Workplace 
Behaviors 
In ethics literature, there are various different model of ethical ideology, which determine individual ethical 
perceptions and variety of the ethical decision making process. However, one of them, which is widely used in 
literature, developed by Forsyth et al. (1988) consist of two sub dimensions; idealism and relativism. According to 
Forsyth’ (1985) study, idealists believe that desirable consequences can be obtained with the universal right actions. 
On the other hand, relativists believe that to obtain desirable consequences misbehaving can be seen as a must. In 
other words, in his own words “good is often mixed with bad” for relativists. Moreover, in Forsyth’s (1980) study, he 
developed an instrument to measure ethical ideology namely Ethical Position Questionnaire (EPQ). According to this 
study idealism refers to the importance of wellbeing of others and intrinsically believing the rightness of actions. 
According to this definition idealist believe that desirable consequences depend on the morally right actions. However, 
low-level of idealism is associated with the weakness of the engaging moral rules (Forsyth, 1992). Likewise, in 
Keller’s (1997) study it is stated that low-level idealists follow ethical rules to satisfy their self-interests without 
thinking the others, which is potentially affected from the result of these actions. On the other hand, relativism refers 
to ignoring universal moral rules in morally decision-making process (Forsyth, 1980). In other words relativists 
believe that moral rules depend on the difference of circumstances and can differ from situation-to-situation or person-
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to-person. In short, while the idealists always follow the universal moral rules, relativists take account of the context 
of situation before making a moral decision (Hastings & Finegan, 2011). Instead, relativists are more skeptical than 
the idealistic about engaging the universal ethical rules (Henle et al., 2005). According to Forsyth (1992) personal 
attitudes and interests, which can differ from situational or contextual factors, are more important than the fix moral 
rules. Conversely, the low-level of relativism has a strong relationship with the universal ethical moral rules. However 
this relationship is slightly different from the idealism. Harming others to obtain desirable consequences is not 
important for low-level relativist if they follow the universal moral rules strictly (Henle et al., 2005).  
 
According to aforementioned definitions moral disengagement as an important negative attitude may play such a 
linking role between relativism and destructive deviant workplace behavior. In literature there are numerous 
researches which investigated the relationship between ethical ideology and some potential predictors of it such as; 
authoritarianism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to experience, moral identity and moral intensity 
(McFerran et al., 2009; McHoskey, 1996; Singhapakdi et al., 1999). Past researches indicated that relativism, as a 
subset of ethical ideology, is related to the destructive deviant workplace behaviors (Henle et al., 2005; Hastings & 
Finegan, 2011). Hastings and Finegan (2011) find a positive but low and insignificant relationship between relativism 
and destructive deviance (r=0,04 interpersonal deviance and r=0,09 organizational deviance). On the other hand, 
Henle et al. (2005) hypothesized that there is a positive relationship between relativism and destructive deviance, and 
find a low and insignificant relationship between relativism and destructive deviance (r=0,10 interpersonal deviance 
and r=-0,09 organizational deviance). In short, these studies assert that employees, who are relativist, are more prone 
to the exhibits of destructive deviant workplace behaviors. As aforementioned, moral disengagement is also associated 
with destructive workplace behaviors (Fida et al, 2014; Samnani et al., 2014;Hystad et al., 2014; Christian & Ellis, 
2014). In past researches moral disengagement conveyed a linking role between some negative predictors and 
destructive deviance (Fida et al., 2014; Hystad et al., 2014).  In light of these arguments, we proposed that employees 
having high relativist orientation may exhibit destructive deviant behaviors. However, this relationship may not be 
directly but trough moral disengagement. It follows that; 
 
Proposition 2: Moral disengagement mediates the positive relationship between relativism and destructive deviant 
workplace behaviors 
3.3. Mediator Role of Moral Disengagement in the Relation of Machiavellianism to Destructive Deviant Workplace 
Behaviors 
Machiavellianism is defined as “individual’s propensity to be manipulative and ruthless in the pursuit of self-
interested goals” (Moore et al., 2012). The construct of Machiavellianism was firstly developed by Christie and Geis 
(1970). They developed an instrument, which is called Mach IV, to measure Machiavellianism consisting of three 
subsets; manipulative, deceptive and self-seeking. According to literature there are many studies, which investigated 
the relationship between Machiavellianism and some related negative (i.e. antisocial behavior, lying, supervisor-rated 
deviance, destructive deviance, abusing others) (Sakalaki et al., 2007; Bennet & Robinson, 2000; Galperin, 2012; 
Grover & Enz, 2005; Christie & Geis, 1970; Dahling et al., 2009) and positive consequences (i.e. supervisor rated 
performance, constructive deviance, whistle blowing, achievement motivation) (Skinner, 1981; Galperin, 2012; Dalton 
& Radtke, 2013). Although Gable and Dangello (1994) stated that people who have a high level Machiavellian 
orientation are not always disengaged in universal ethical norms, Wrightsman (1991) emphasized that people who 
have a high-level Machiavellianism propensity are more prone to overlook ethical concerns. Additionally, Christie and 
Geis, (1970) assert that one of the common characteristics of Machiavellianism is paying more attention to their self-
interests than the ethical rules or norms.  In other words, economic concerns are near the top of their concerns 
(Dahling et al., 2009). According to these studies, it can be said that Machiavellian people have some potentials, 
which are breaking rules or manipulating actions to personal gains, in turn, there is a positive relationship between 
Machiavellianism and some related negative consequences.  
 
Based on the aforementioned explanations, we expect that moral disengagement to be a missing link between 
Machiavellianism and destructive deviant workplace behaviors. As mentioned before Machiavellianism related studies 
have already indicated that it is positively related to the some undesirable factors, which are important for 
organizations (i.e. destructive deviance) (Bennet & Robinson, 2000; Galperin, 2012). These studies showed that 
people having high Machiavellian orientation are likely to exhibit destructive deviant workplace behaviors. On the 
420   Bora Yıldız et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  207 ( 2015 )  414 – 423 
other hand, past studies also indicated that there is a positive relationship between destructive deviance and moral 
disengagement (Christian & Ellis, 2014; Samnani et al., 2014; Fida et al., 2014; Hystad et al., 2014). In these studies it 
can be easily seen that morally disengaged persons are prone to behave deviantly. In light of these arguments we 
proposed that employees having high Machiavellian orientation are prone to the destructive deviance. However, this 
relationship may not be directly but thorough moral disengagement. Of course, although the direct relationships 
among destructive deviance, Machiavellianism and moral disengagement were already studied partially by past 
researchers, however, the originality of this proposition is moral disengagement has a mediator role in the relationship 
between Machiavellianism and destructive deviance. It follows; 
 
Proposition 3: Moral Disengagement mediates the positive relationship between Machiavellianism and Destructive 















Figure 1. Proposed Model 
4. Conclusion 
This study was designed for developing a new theoretical perspective of destructive deviance. After a 
comprehensive literature review we assert some existing relations, their theoretical rationales and related 
consequences. According to these studies we want to draw attention to moral disengagement, which may be a missing 
link between some predictors and destructive deviance. Despite the increasing research interest in moral 
disengagement, we realize that there is still paucity of study focus on this construct. 
 
In this paper, social exchange theory shed light on our propositions. In general, starting point of our rationales is 
that there is an interaction between perceptions, attitudes and behaviors, which as Blau’s (1964) mentioned it. From 
this point of view, we thought that employees’ negative perceptions, feelings and mode of thoughts could lead to 
destructive deviance via moral disengagement. By means of this proposed model, we want to contribute the current 
workplace deviance literature by closing the gaps. Of course, this contribution is not limited with the academic area, it 
is also useful for practitioners. For instance, HRM managers could use this information for employee selecting 
activities. Additionally, HRM managers could make use of this model to manage destructive deviance. On the other 
hand, there are numerous examples in literature about the positive effects of Machiavellianist orientation. HRM 
managers should keep a close watch on these people and canalize their Machiavellianist orientations to wellbeing of 
organization such as; constructive deviance and psychological ownership. Accordingly, organizational moral rules 
should clearly be informed for all employees with the code of ethics to minimize relativist orientations. With the 
effective career management policies employees’ careerist orientation should be minimized to avoid non-performance 
based tendencies. 
 
The limitations of this study are as follows. Firstly, this study focused on the mediator role of moral disengagement 
as a negative attitude. Further researches can take account of the other possible personality characteristics and attitudes 
to predict destructive deviance. Secondly, it is easy to say that for a better validity of this model on different samples it 
should be tested on different sectors and peoples. Thirdly, as aforementioned before, this study mainly focused on the 
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constructs together at the same time or separately. Given the extensiveness of our proposed model and research 
difficulties, further researches can test our propositions separately. Lastly, although all constructs included in our 
proposed model could be empirically testable, this study mainly focused on the theoretical rationales. Further 
researches can focus on empirically testing all the relations forwarded here at the same time or partially. Hence, we 
believe that we shed light on destructive deviance literature with our proposed model by means of robust theoretical 
rationales. 
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